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I. ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF FINAL *-IS AND *-US 


0. It is well known that a number of u-stems, whether of 
Indo- -European origin or later formations, are characterized by a 
final -r in Armenian: Thus the substantives metr ‘honey’ ~ *med"u, 

asr ‘fleece, wool < *p*Éu-, cownr ‘knee’ < *gonu-, artawsr ‘tear’ < 
*draku- the u-stem adjectives barjr ‘high’ < * bir gh^u-, 
k'alc'r ‘sweet’ ~ *swäd-u-, manr ‘little’ < *mnu-, t'anjr ‘tight, 
thick’< *tng*u- ? karcr ‘hard, rough? ; further the original s-stem 
cair ‘laughter’ < *gi? Aos*. On the basis of these examples Pedersen 


1. An earlier version of this paper appeared in APILKU 5, 
1985.139-159. I should like to thank J. E. Rasmussen for 
.Stimulating discussions during my work with these notes. Further, I 
am indebted to J. Weitenberg, who kindly agreed to read the 
manuscript, and whose informative and critical comments have 
been very helpful. However, only the author is responsible for the 
final evaluation of the material. 

2. Probably IE *temku- (for the reconstruction of the root, 
cf. Oettinger 1979.144 - Lith. tánkus ‘tight, frequent, ON 
pettr ‘tight’) contaminated with *b'ng'u- (cf. Skt. bahú- ‘tight, 
much, Gk. naxóc ‘thick, tight’). Thus we avoid an inconvenient 
instance of the "Gutturalwechsel" (cf. Solta 1960.223). Pokorny's 
solution (FEW 1067 : *tng"yu-, cf. Lith. tingüs ‘slack,’ ON 
pungr ‘heavy’) is semantically less obvious, and implies the 
assumption of an otherwise unknown extension of the root. 

3. Pedersen (1906.379) suggested a connection with Gk. 
yopyög ‘awful, frightening’ (for the semantics cf. the verb 
karcem ‘think, fear’). If this etymology is accepted we could 
possibly see the Armenian u-stem formation as a parallel of 
Gk. Topy®. The root of Goth. hardus, Gk. kparóc is formally 
incompatible with karcr. 

4. Thus Klingenschmitt 1982.19. 


(1905.228) suggested a regular phonetic development -ur < *-us 
(-ur < *-u$ < -*us), parallel to that of Indo-Iranian and 
Balto-Slavic. This theory is further supported by Winter 
(1975.115ff), who finds supplementary support in the second 
singular aorist etowr < *e-doO-s. 

However, melr, asr, cownr and  artawsr cannot be used as 
evidence for the proposed sound law, as they are originally 
neuters. As pointed out by Klingenschmitt (1982.18f) we do not 
have a final -r in the masculine *preis-g"u- (cf Gk. np£oßuc) > 
Arm. erec‘ ‘elder,’ which seems to be in perfect accordance with 
ard (-ow) ‘form, order’ (cf. Skt. rtáh, Gk. Getic). 

Thus we are confronted with the rather surprising situation 
that stem final *-r is found in lexemes which never had a 
nominative ending *-s and vice versa, i.e. we are compelled to 
accept an analogical explanation for the type cownr as suggested 
by Klingenschmitt (1.c.), who points to the existence of an oblique 
n-stem *gonwn- > Gk. yovva- in Greek. This stem formation may 
have furthered the creation of heteroclitic paradigms such as 
*eonur/gonwn- at a pre-stage of Armenian, and actually an 
explanation of this sort seems to be clearly supported by artawsr, 
which is probably derived from an original -r/n-stem (cf. e.g. 
OHG trahan) 

It should be noticed that the r-stem formation in no case goes 
beyond the nominative/accusative case, which in this way 
maintains a contrast with the rest of the paradigm like the genuine 
-r/n-stems. The analogical extension of this pseudo-heteroclitic 
declension to the u-stem adjectives mentioned above was 
apparently furthered by the existence of the parallel -nt-stems. 
Thus, from the root *b^erg^ we find *b*rg"-ont- (Skt. brhánt- etc.), 
and from *b^eng'", Av. bazuuant- ‘abundant’ (cf AiEW II: 424). 


1. According to Winter (l.c.), who accepts Pedersen’s inter- 
pretation of *-us > *-ur as being phonetically regular despite the 
contrasting evidence of erec' and ard, a similar development *-is > 
*-ir (whether from *-is or *-2s) is found in the following examples: 


1.1. Arm. krkin ‘double’ where kr- < *kir- is derived from 


5. Cf. also Olsen 1985.6. 

6. IE *-nt-> Arm. -n- in unaccented syllables, cf. Olsen 
1988a. For Armenian n-stems representing original *nt-stems cf. 
also Stempel 1987. 


*dwis (cf. Skt. dvis, Lat. bis, Gk. 8íc) plus the suffix of 
mekin ‘simple,’ since k- is considered the only regular continuation 
of *dw- (Winter 1970.51-52). However, as this assumption is 
evidently contradicted by such examples as erknt'im ‘fear’ (Gk. 
Scia < *dwedwoy-Aa) and erkar ‘long’ (-Gk. 8npóv < *duAro-),’, 


7. Probably it cannot be excluded that erkar is originally 
identical with the zero grade of Skt. dürä-, Gk. önpöv < 
*duA-ró- (cf. also from the same root erkayn (i-st) ‘long’ < 
*duA-ni- ?), i.e. in pre-Armenian the sequence *-u + A/O (and 
possibly *i * A/O for which I have no examples) may have been 
subject to a development similar to that known from Greek and 
Tocharian (cf. Normier 1977.182). The traditional reconstruction 
*dwaA- underlying erkar and erkayn would imply the existence of 
Schwebeablaut in this root (cf. Skt. comp. dávzyas-). A further 
example may be stowar ‘thick’ < *st(u)waro- < *stuAro- (if 
derived from *staA-) > Skt. sthürá- ‘thick, Av. stūra- ‘voluminous, 
strong,’ MHG stür ‘big, strong,’ where the full grade may be 
observed in Skt. comparative sthaviyas-. Finally one might 
consider k'aw, k'awel, for which the traditional connection with 
Lat. caved ‘beware, take care’ (<*koweE-), Gk. ko£o ‘sense, hear’ 
(Ernout-Meillet 1959.107) is at least formally problematic (‘ablaut’ 
oulau!). The etymology is based on a semantic linking of the Latin 
verb and the Armenian expression k‘aw lic'i (+ ablative or dative) 
‘it be far from, let it not be^ However, the principal meaning of 
the verb k'awel is clearly ‘expiate, purify,’ also ‘forgive’ (cf. 
Ciakciak 1837.1474. uppb, gügkj, Wwepbj), frequently connected 
with z-meis ‘wash away sins, cf. also e.g., k'awic' 'Redeamer, 
reconciler. A petrified case form k'aw may be used as a 
preposition *without,' i.e. ‘cleansed from, and the above mentioned 
idiom k'aw lici may be seen in the same light, e.g., k'aw lici K'ez 
arnel zays ‘it be cleansed away, removed from/for you to do this’ 
— ‘may you not do this. Thus the semantic aspect of k‘aw- is 
basically that of the Indo-European root *pewH-/puH- ‘purify, 
especially in the religious sense, cf. Lat. pürgö, purus, Skt. 
punänä- ‘washing off, destroying (sin), Av. püitika- ‘zur Láuterung 
dienend.' If Winter's hypothesis of a phonetic development *pw- > 
k'- is accepted (similar to *tw- > k- ; cf. the ingenious, though 
debatable, analysis of k'alak' ~Skt. pir (1955.7), one might 
tentatively suggest an analysis k'aw- < *pwato- < *puHto-, i.e., the 
normal zero grade participle of the root *pewH-. The quality of 
the laryngeal is not clear in this case, though *Z is probably 


it is preferable to consider erkir ‘secondo, in secondo luogo, 
secondariamente’ (cf. Ciakciak 1837.469) to be the direct 
development of *dwis. Krkin might be analyzed as *dwis- > 
*erkir- + kin, dissimilated to *kirkin > krkin, but in this case we 
would fail to understand the origin of the suffix -kin. If, on the 
other hand, krkin is interpreted as an originally reduplicated 
formation (e.g., *dwi-dwi(s)-no- > *erki-erki-no- > *rkrkin > 
krkin, cf. JEW 231), it is easily understandable that the 
multiplicative par exellence, which was no longer analyzable, 
supplied a convenient suffix for the other numerals. The 
importance of krkin in the formation of the multiplicative 
numerals is stressed by the fact that the whole word may be used 
as a productive suffix, e.g., C'orek'krin ‘four-fold,’ cf. Danish 
firedobbelt? 


1.2. The numerical adverb erraki/eraki ‘trebly’ and the 
compound e7-anown ‘having three names,’ is analyzed by Winter as 
having a first member err- < *tris- (cf. Gk. tpíc). It seems natural 
to add the simplex erir < *tris ‘terzo, in terzo luogo, of which 
err- (or er-) would be the unstressed variant. 


1.3. The aorist active second singular edir (dnem ‘I put’) is derived 


from a root aorist é-d^eE-s (cf. Skt. @dhas). A parallel 
development may be observed in *e-doO-s > etowr ‘you put.” 


1.4. The imperfect second singular ending -ir is seen as having 
originated in the optative of em ‘I am’: *Es-iyeE-s > eir. This 
reconstruction, however, is based on the contestable assumption 


excluded (cf. ownayn ‘empty’ < *uEno- ( ~Skt. üná-, Gk. &uvíc) + 
suffix -ayn). 

8. Arm. erkir and erir are both relic forms. The generally 
used ordinal numbers erkrord and errord (erkir-, erir- plus the 
productive suffix -ord) only means ‘second’ and ‘third,’ whereas 
erkir and erir have the alternative meanings ‘secondly’ and ‘in the 
third place.’ A similar semantic merger between the meanings 'n 
times’ and ‘the n-th time’ may be noticed with the suffix -ic's < 
+ s (e.g., eric's ‘three times’ and ‘the third time,’ cf. Olsen 
1988.). 

9. Kortlandt’s analysis of -r as an original middle ending 
*-ro (1981.32 and 1987.50) seems unnecessarily complicated, since a 
phonetically regular derivation is possible. 


that a prothetic *Z- would yield e- in Armenian (cf. Olsen 1985). 
However, leaving the discussion of Armenian laryngeal prothesis at 
this point, it seems far more natural from a semantic point of view 
to consider the Indo-European imperfect of *Ees- to be the direct 
proto-form. Thus *e-Ees-s would be reflected as the second 
singular ending, e.g., bere-ir and e-ir, in which the verbal stem 
€- as known from the present tense was added to the otherwise 
opaque form *ir.! The relation between the second and third 
person of the imperfect (second singular eir, bereir/third singular 
er, berér), still presents some difficulties. First, it is uncertain 
whether a proto-form *e-Ees-t would have the same regular 
phonetic development as *-Ees-s, since we have no parallel 
examples of final -est. If *e-Ees-t would yield *e > *i, the -ir is 
probably taken over from the second singular as is the case in 
Nordic. Secondly, one may wonder why the second and third 
singular have not actually merged. The most natural solution seems 
to be the assumption of compositional forms created at two 
different stages. The third singular would reflect the normal 
phonetic development of e + ir > ér, maintained in the unmarked 
form, whereas the second singular was reänalyzed once more as a 
stem e-, bere- etc. plus an ending ~ir. 


2. Apart from the evidence for *-is/-us » -ir/-ur mentioned by 
Winter, there seems to be a few additional examples pointing in 
the same direction: 


2.1. The second singular imperatives dir (dnem ‘put’), and towr 
(tam ‘give’) are probably derived from the original injunctives 
d'eE-s and *doO-s respectively.!! Jasanoff's -d imperatives 
(1979.146) do not seem convincing for phonetic reasons.!? 


10. For the analysis of -ir as an original full form, cf. 
Jasanoff 1979.138ff. 

11. Cf. Klingenschmitt 1982.18ff in accordance with 
Hoffman 1967.256. 

12. The evidence for *-d"- > -z- (not -r-) does not appear 
as negligeable as maintained by Jasanoff (l.c.) and Greppin 
(1980.135-136). The semantic link between elowzanem (functioning 
as a Causative) ‘let come up, extract’ and Gk. fAvBovV ‘went’ etc. 
seems evident, and sowzem (or sowzanem) ‘immerse, cover, hide’ is 
practically synonymous with Gk. k£690 ‘cover, hide.’ 
Arm.géz 'fissure, cut' may be added to this list if connected with 


2.2. The second subjunctive present (rare)/aorist ending -Jir is 
analyzed by Klingenschmitt (1982.140) as originating from an 
optative with a full grade suffix (*-R + yeE- + r > -jir). As the 
vowel of the end syllable is preserved we must assume that we are 
dealing with a composite form created after the loss of vowels in 
end syllables. As Klingenschmitt pointed out, the subjunctive in 
-jir is mainly used in a jussive function, which makes the 
derivation from the optative very plausible. However, as the 
formation of the second singular in -jir (and the second plural in 
-jik‘) clearly differs from the rest of the subjunctive paradigm 
(aorist subjunctive active first singular -ic', second singular 
normally -c'es, third singular -c'é etc.) it would be strange if the 
secondary ending *-s had been replaced "durch die neuentstandene 
armenische Sekundärendung -r « -*rV-" (l.c.), when the ending 
-c'es, which was part of a more clearly analyzable system, was not 
subject to this analogy. The obvious solution would be the 
assumption of a direct phonetic continuation *-yeE-s > -Jir, 


2.3. Another group of examples is constituted by a number of 
mainly i-stem nouns, thus dir, gen dri ‘position,’ which is clearly 
derived from *d"eE-. As no derivative with an -r- suffix is 
otherwise attested for this root, *d"eE-ti-s (cf. Av. -däiti-, Goth. 
déds, lith. détis, OCS -dét&) may be a reasonable proto-form for 
*dir, considering its i- stem inflection and character of an abstract 
noun. Ás a second member of compounds we also find -dir (e.g. 
awréns-dir ‘law-maker’), which would rather suggest an origin as a 
root noun -*dheE-s (Skt. dhiyam-dhà- etc.) and thus present a 
noticeable archaism. The sporadic evidence of o-stem inflection of 
the simplex noun may be due to a contamination of dir/dri « 
*dheH-tis and *dil-oy < *d^eE-to- (Av. däta-, Litj. détas). 


2.4. Arm. lir, genitive lri ‘fullness, full,’ from the root 
*pleE- would, in a similar way, be a continuation of 
*pleE-ti-s (Skt. präti-, Lat, com-pletiö). From the same root we 
find li, genitive lioy ‘full’ (only functioning as an adjective), which 
probably reflects *pleE-tö-s (with an anlogical full grade vowel 
like Lat. plenus), since -s, as is well known, is represented by 
-øl-k', at least after -e-, -o- and -a-. The compositional form in 
this case is -lic‘ (cf. aorist elic‘) as well as -lir, e.g., erkralir ‘filling 


Skt. vidhyati ‘hurts, pierces.’ 
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the earth,’ of which -lir may again reflext a root noun *-pleH-s!*. 


2.5. Arm. lowr, genitive lroy ‘hearing’ (root *klew-) is generally 
inflected as an o-stem. However, i-stem forms (instrumental. /riw) 
do occur, so we may reconstruct a proto-form *klutis (cf. Skt. 
$ruti-), considering the semantics and the fact that no 
-ro- suffixed formation is known to have existed for this root 
either. Arm. lowr is paralleled by the adjective low, gentitive 
lowoy ‘heard, known,’ which must represent *klutös (Skt. 
$rutá-, Gk. KAvtÓQ). For this root the second member of a 
compound is either -low (<-klutös, or analogically derived from 
the aorist stem) or -lowr (< *klutis). 


2.6. The root *doO- ‘give’ may also be used in compounds. 
According to Jensen (1959.32) a form -tow is mainly used with an 
active meaning, whereas -towr is preferred in passive functions, 
though some fluctuation is found (e.g., vanatow/vanatowr 'giving 
lodging’).14 Here -towr probably reflects *doO-tis or *-doOs.? 
Concerning -tow,we may simply be dealing with the analogical 
addition of the simple aorist stem (cf. e.g., Jralic'/aor. elic‘).'® 

2.7. Arm. c'ir (i-stem) ‘scattering, splitting up; scattered, split up,’ 
may tentatively be connected with Gk oxiotc ‘splitting,’ Skt. chitti- 
< *skid-tis from the root *skeyd- (IEW 920). This assumption 
would imply a development *-tt- > *-1- > *-y- (i.e. similar to that 
of an original simple -t-), which can hardly be proved, though, on 
the other hand we do not seem to have any counterexamples. 


13. It may be of some interest that the biblical compounds 
with -lir mainly seem to be used adverbially (as opposed to the 
productive -lic‘), i.e. they must have originated as nominative 
according with the sentence subject, cf. e.g., Ez 21.22 beranalir 
gocel ‘crier à pleine gorge.’ 

14. For further details, cf. Jensen l.c. 

15. In the Rig Veda -dati-, like many other - ti - 
derivatives, is only used as the second member of compounds (cf. 
Wackernagel-Debrunner 1954.633). 

16. Presumably this state of affairs (still not observable in 
the Bible) reflects the general tendency to use the analogical form 
(-tow) in the primary function (active), while the relic form (-towr) 
remains in the secondary function (passive). For the simplex noun 
towrk‘, -oc' cf. Gk. 8@pov. 
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3. It is noteworthy, that if the proposed analysis of the nouns 
discussed in 2.3.-2.7. is correct, *-is/*-us (whether original or < 
*-25/*-ös) is continued as a final -r, which must have spread 
analogically to the rest of the paradigm. This scems to be an exact 
parallel to the -n originating in the accusative of words like 
otn ‘foot’ < *pod-m (n-stem, genitive otin or otan). 


4. In spite of the examples given for a phonetic development 
*-is/*-us > -ir/-ur it is, however, quite easy to find several 
counterexamples!?. These are mainly well known and easily 
analyzable i-stem substantives. 


4.1. Arm. bay, -i (Solta 1960.136, IEW 105) ‘word, expression < 
*bh Atis, cf. Gk. qáoic. 


4.2. Arm. ban, -i (Solta 1960.136, JEW 105) ‘word, thing’ < 
*baA-nis, cf. OE ban. 


4.3. Arm. awj, ~i (Solta 1960.134, JEW 105) ‘snake’ «*ang"Pis, cf. 
Lat, anguis, Lith. angis. 


4.4. Arm. iz, -i (Solta 1969.305, JEW 44) ‘snake’ < *eg"is, cf. Gk. 
Óquc. 


4.5. Arm. sast, -i (Solta 1960.358, JEW 533) ‘reproach, threat’ < 
*kHstis Gf not an Iranian loan word), cf Skt. Sisti- ‘discipline, 
punishment.’ 


4.6. Arm. sayr, ~i (Solta 1960.358, IEW 542) ‘edge of a knife, etc.’ 
probably < *kEris, cf. e.g., Skt. Sita- ‘sharpened’ < *kEtö-. As a 
related -ro- stem we find | sowr ‘sharp’ < *koE-ro-.!® 


4.7. Arm. kay-k‘, -ic' (TEW 463) ‘place, state, positionn’ is 
apparently to be derived from *g"A-ti-s, cf. the related verb 


17. Cf. Klingenschmitt’s remark (1982.18) concerning 
Winter’s theory: "mit den armenischen Lautgesetzen nicht zu 
vereinbaren." 

18. Root, *keE-y-, cf. Rasmussen 1984.25. 
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kam ‘I stand.’!? 


4.8. Arm. bard, -i (Solta 1960.781, JEW 128) ‘heap’ is connected 
with *bher- ‘carry.’ Protoform *b"r-ti-s (Skt. b®rti-, Av. baratis, 
Lat. fors, Goth. ga-baürps). 


4.9. Arm. gan, -i (Solta 1960.81, JEW 128) ‘stroke’ is certainly 
derived from the root g"^en- ‘strike, kill.’ Considering the external 
evidence and the semantic function as an abstract noun, Winter's 
analysis (1966.206) *g”"nti- (Skt. hati-, Av. -jaiti-, ON gudr) is 
preferable to the traditional reconstruction *g"^*s-, *g”"n- or the 
like (e.g., Solta l.c.). For the phonetic details concerning the 
development of *-nt- > -nd-/-n-, cf. Olsen, 1988a. 


4.10. Arm. awt', (-i) (Solta 1960.443, JEW 72) ‘sleeping quarters’ is 
connected with aganim ‘spend the night’ (*Aaw-nh-, Klingenschmitt 
1982.203), and e.g., Gk. &vAh ‘sleeping place. Protoform probably 
* Aaw-ti-s. 


4.11. Arm. tawn, -i (Solta 1960.208, IEW 186) ‘feast’ < *d H p-ni-s, 
cf. ON tafn, Lat. daps ‘sacrificial feast. 


4.12. Arm. goy, -i (GEW 1170) ‘being, goods,’ probably < 
Awos-i-s, cf. the verb gom ‘I am, exist’ from the root *Awes- ‘stay’ 
(Gk. &(F)£oa, Goth. wisan), if not analogical as suggested by 
Weitenberg (p.c.). 


4.13. The i-stem adjective nowrb (Solta 1960.440, IEW 973) 
‘narrow’, ‘delicate’ has an exact parallel in ON snöfr ‘narrow’ < 
*snöbtris 


5. Thus the given examples of final *-is/*-us (and *-2s/*-0s) 
clearly fall into two separate groups: 


-§ > -R: 
NUMERALS 


erkir < *dwis 
erir < *tris 


19. Originally a root aorist (- Gk. Eßnv) ‘I have come, I 
stand’, 
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AORIST SECOND SINGULAR 

edir < *ed"eE-s 

etowr <*edo0-s 

IMPERATIVE SECOND SINGULAR 
dir < *d'eE-s 

towr< *doO-s 

SECOND SINGULAR IMPERFECT 
-ir < *e-Ees-s 

SECOND SINGULAR SUBJUNCTIVE 
-jir < *-yeE-s 

TI-STEMS 

dir < *d'eE-ti-s 

lir < *pleE-ti-s 

towr < *doO-ti-s 

lowr « *klu-ti-s 

cir « *skid-ti-s 

ROOT NOUNS 

-dir < *d'eE-s 

-lir < *pleE-s 

-towr < *doO-s 


-$ > -Ø 


I-STEM SUBSTANTIVES 
bay < *b^A-ti-s 

ban < *b'aA-ni-s 

awj < *ang""-i-s 

ii < *eg"h-j-s 

sast < *kHs-ti-s 

sayr < *kE-ri-s 

kay-k' < *g" A-ti- 

bard < *b*r-ti-s 

gan *g^"-n-ti-s 

awt' < *Aaw-ti-s 

tawn < *dHp-ni-s 

goy < Awos-i-s 

I-STEM ADJECTIVE 
nowrb < *snob"ris 

U-STEM SUBSTANTIVES 
eréc’ < *preisg"us 

ard < *rtus 


6. An examination of these lists points to a possible solution of the 
problem. We may directly observe, that in all cases -r is the 
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result of -s if it is synchronically immediately preceded by a 
vowel, either because we are dealing with original monosyllabics 
or because -i-/-u- was historically preceded by an unstable 
consonant (such as -t-). If the word on the other hand - still from 
a synchronic point of view - ends in a consonant no trace of the 
final -s is left. 

Apparently the only possible exception to this pattern is ar ow 
‘stream,’ which may be inflected as an -o- or -i-stem. Since 
*srutös (Gk. putdc), as well as *srutis (Gk. púorç) was inherited 
from the proto-language, it is hardly very surprising that one of 
the nominative formations (*srutis » *arowr) has been lost. A 
dissimilatory process is an equally possible solution.?° 


7. Thus it appears that -r as well as -ø may be considered 
phonetically regular continuations of *-is/-us (*-&s/-ös): At an 
early stage of the language (before the loss of vowels in final 
syllables, and at least going on until the development *-e-/-0- > 
-i~/-u- was completed), the phonetic character of final 
*-s following -i- or -u~ was changed to /Z/ or something similar - 
so far the conception of an Armenian "ruki"-rule appears to be 
justified. The subsequent development may be directly observed in 
the attested surface forms: if, after the elimination of end vowels, 
this intermediate consonant immediately followed another 
consonant (e.g., *bPrtis > *bardiz > bard) or a diphthong (e.g., 
b'Atis >*bayiz > bay), it was lost, exactly like the "un-rukified" 
*-s, On the other hand, if for some reason the outcome of 
*-s remained in a position after /i/ or /u/, either in original 
monosyllabics (e.g. *doOs > *tuz > towr), or as a result of the 
elimination of an unstable consonant (e.g., *d"eEtis > *détis > 
*diyiz > *diz > dir), it remained and further developed, until it 
finally reached the stage of /-r/. ?! 


20. This has not taken place in erkir and erir, but, as 
pointed out to me by J.E. Rasmussen, -7- may well have been 
phonetically closer than -r- to the relevant intermediate stage 
between -s- and -r-. 

21. A few lexemes of which the etymologies are less clear 
have been left out of the list. However, they confirm the general 
pattern of the second group without any exceptions (words ending 
in a consonant, no -r attached). 
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Il. A LARYNGEALISTIC DETAIL 


O. During the last few decades some attention has been paid to the 
treatment of the Indo European laryngeals in Armenian. Thus 
phenomena such as the prothetic vowels, the partial loss of*-Y- in 
interconsonantal position, the development of the "long sonants" as 
well as the possible background of some instances of initial 
H-have been discussed in some detail." 

1. As a small contribution to this discussion I should like to draw 
the attention to a few examples illustrating the sequences 
*-rHV- and *-r(H)V-: 


1.1. Arm. serem ‘I beget, breed,’ pass. serim ‘descend from’ is 
connected with Gk. kopévvunt, aor. ExOpeoa ‘be satisfied, satiated’, 
Lith. $erti ‘feed,’ pointing to a root *kerO-. For Arm. we must 
assume a thematic stem formation, which probably continues a root 
aorist subjunctive, considering the Greek nasal present, generally 
connected with a root aorist (the background of Gk. &-KÖpe-, later 
analogically extended to form a sigmatic aorist)?? The transition 
of the Arm. verb to the -e- or-i-conjugation is commonplace (only 
one o-verb: gom ‘I am, exist’ is found). Two related substantives are 
connected with the verb: 1. ser, genitive seri, and 2. ser. 
genitive seri ‘descendence, race.’ The IE nominal formation must 
have been that of an s-stem (cf. Lat. Cerés, -eris), which would 
explain the parallel existence of -r- ( < * -rOV-) and -7- ( < 
*-rs < *-rQs-)?* If serem/serim were to be considered a 
denominative of ser-, it was probably created in a late period of 
the language. An original formation of the type Skt. 
namas-yäti ‘honor’ would presumably have yielded serem ( < 
*kerOs-yelö-). 


1.2. Arm. eker (root *g"erO-, cf. Skr. giráti ‘swallows,’ 
Gk. BiBp@oxKw ‘eat’), aorist of owtem ‘I eat, may equally well 


22. Cf. e.g., Winter 1965, Hovdhaugen 1968, Klingenschmitt 
1970, Greppin 1973, Eichner 1978, Kortlandt 1980, Polomé 1980, 
Müller-Rasmussen 1981, Olsen 1985. 

23. For the possible “laryngeal metathesis" of Exöpeoa, cf. 
Beekes 1969.232. 

24. The suffix -ës (parallel to -ös of the type ai5óc) of 
Lat. Ceres could be the clue to the creation of an -i-stem in 
Armenian. 
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represent a genuine root aorist *e-g"erQ-t and a thematicization 
*e-g"erO-e-t, which may again continue a root aorist subjunctive. 
The root is connected with two simple nominal formations: ker, 
and kowr, both ‘food,’ and the (extremely frequent) compound 
kerakowr ‘food, prey.’ While ker could reasonably be reconstructed 
as *g"erOo-, kowr might, of course, represent a lengthened grade, 
which would, however, have no parallels. The assumption of a 
thematicized zero grade *g"rOo-, on the other hand, could 
theoretically be a perfect match of Gk.-Böpog (e.g., 8nuo-pópoc), 
though, of course, an o-grade *g"orO-os -is equally possible as a 
basis of the Greek forms. The original root noun is reflected by 
Skt. -gír (only in compounds)? 


2. Thus Arm. *kerO-V- > ser- and *g"erO-V- > ker- are examples 
of the not unexpected development *-rHV- > *-rV-. In contrast to 
this result, however, we find a surprising occurrence of the "strong 
r," r in the following cases: 


2.1. Arm. terem 'I skin' is obviously to be connected with Gk. 
Sép ‘skin,’ Goth. gatairan ‘tear to pieces,’ Skt. drnäti ‘bursts, 


25. Arm. kerakowr is attested 201 times in the Armenian 
Bible. Further we find the compound gazanakowr ‘eaten by wild 
animals,’ the simple noun kowr being later. This situation seems 
comparable to that of Skt. -gir. A remarkable parallel of Arm. 
kerakowr (in which -a- is the normal compositional vowel) is 
found in Skt. garagir- < *g"erO-o-g"r- ‘who has swallowed a 
noxious draught’ (gará- means 1. ‘swallowing,’ 2. ‘beverage,’ and 3. 
‘poison’). The necessary premise of this comparison would, of 
course, be the assumption of a development *g"r- > kowr (though 
rejected by Klingenschmitt 1982.211, who is not convinced by 
kowr and klanem), i. e. a colouring of the sonant before Armenian 
became a fully developed satam language. Further examples could 
be 1. klanem ‘swallow,’ aorist ekowl, possibly < *g”/E- (cf. Gk. 
8£Acap, SEAETPOV ‘bait’), 2. k'owl, genitive k‘foy ‘everything twisted, 
thread,’ cf. Lat. colus ‘spinning wheel’), which is no doubt derived 
from the root *&"elH- ‘turn.’ The u-vocalism of Arm, must be due 
to the labiovelar, but the exact proto-form (-/- < -*/+s- or -*/+h-) 
is not clear. The situation in Armenian may thus have a clear 
affinity to that of Indian (cf. Bendtsen.1985), and further 
strengthen the impression of the centum/satam differentiation as a 
relatively late phenomenon. 
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causes to burst, tears’ (participle dirná-).The root seems to be 
*derA- (cf. Gk. ö£pag ‘skin’), and as the material points to the 
system nasal present/root aorist, a thematicized stem 
*derAelo- would be the obvious proto-form of terem. No 
s-extensions are known to have existed for this widely attested 
verb, so the only other solution, the assumption of a stem 
*derO-s-, would be quite problematic. 


2.2 Arm. krownk ‘crane’ < *ge/orAón- is closely related to Gk. 
YÉpa voc ‘crane’ (cf. also Hes. yépnv-yépavoc), though the exact 
reconstruction of this clearly onomatopoetic word causes some 
difficulties. 


2.3 Arm. meranim (medio-passive formation) ‘I die’ has been 
connected with Skt. mriyate (participal. mrtá-) ‘dies’ etc., which 
indicates an anit-root *mer-. Apart from the formation of a nasal 
present in Armenian, which may well be secondary, the -7- is 
bewildering. It is noteworthy that we find another root *merA- in 
the same semantic sphere: Gk. uapaívo ( < *mrA-n-y-e/o-) ‘crush, 
grind, weaken,’ passive: 'die away, wither, disappear,’ Skt. 
mrnati ‘crushes, grinds.” ?* The assumption of a root final A may 
be supported by Greek nominal derivatives such as Gk. pavots, 
uapaouóç ‘causing to die away, dying away.’ The derivation of the 
Arm. verb from this root (merA-n-) has the advantage of 
explaining the nasal present as regular, since it is also attested in 
Greek and Sanskrit. Furthermore -7- < *-rA- fits into the same 
pattern as terem and krownk. Finally there may be semantic 
indications for this solution: The Armenian verb may be used in 
contexts similar to those of Greek (fire being extinguished, 
withering flowers etc.), and - what is more remarkable - the 
participle mereal not only means ‘dead,’ but also ‘weakened, 
powerless.’ It would then seem that we are here dealing with one 
of the innumerable cases of euphemism concerning the concept of 
death. 


2.4 The quasi synonyms p'arat (vb. p‘aratel) and sp'ir (verb sp'rel) 
'scattered' etc. represent a tricky etymological problem. The root 
*sp'Der- of Gk. oneipw ‘scatter, sow,’ which is apparently anit (cf. 


26. In Skt. *merA- ‘grind’ would merge with *mwelE- with 
the same meaning (for the reconstruction, cf. Rasmussen, 1987.39); 
AiEW II.672ff. 
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participle onaptóc, onépua ‘seed’) may be continued by p'arat, 
though an exact equation of p'arat and Gk. onopäg is not 
probable." The derivation of spit from the same root would cause 
some difficulties, so it seems preferable to turn to the root of Skt. 
sphuräti (cf. aorist injunctive -spharih) ‘bounds, spurns, darts,’ Gk. 
onaipw (< *sp'rA-y-e/o-2)?*? Semantically the connection between 
the Indic vrddhi derivative sphara- “umfangreich, gross, 
ausgedehnt’ (cf. AiEW 111.545) and Arm. sp'ir, both < 
*spherH-o- seems quite convincing, cf. e.g., spiir erkir ‘the 
extensive, widespread earth' (Ciakciak 1837.1288). If Gk. 
opapayéouat, Skt. sphürjáti, as is generally assumed, represent 
extensions of this root, the final laryngeal must be *A. 


3. Though, admittedly, the attested material - as so often in 
Armenian historical linguistics - is very scanty, it seems to point to 
a particular development *-rAV- > -rV-. This influence on a 
preceding -r-, which is apparently not shared by *-O- (cf. ker, 
serem,) would support our conception of *-A- as having a stronger 
articulation than the other laryngeals.?? 


27. This would imply a reconstruction *sphrO-ad-, i.e. a 
set root, but Gk. -a8- stems are frequently derived productively 
from long -a- feminines, in this case onopá. Possibly p'arat is not 
even of Indo-European origin, cf. Job 1988.73. 

28. Cf. Pinault 1982. Theoretically onaipw might point to a 
reconstruction *sp'Pr A-y-e/o, but further investigation is needed to 
clarify the problems concerning the structures zero-grade + y. 

29. It is hardly possible to determine if *-A- had any 
effects on *-/- as well. Apparently only two examples of a 
sequence *-/AV- are available: 1. kalin, genitive kalnoy ‘acorn,’ cf. 
Gk. BáAavoc < *g"lAno-, in which -/- may have been transferred 
from the oblique cases (J. E. Rasmussen, p.c), 2. cair, genitive 
catow "laughter, reconstructed by Klingenschmitt (1982.61) as 
*$elAos, **glAs-es. In Armenian we could expect *gelA-ö- > 
*celow-/*glAs-V- > *cala-. Thus, we must either assume an 
analogical levelling in the paradigm, in which the ablaut grade and 
the -/- has been taken over from the weak cases, and the u-stem 
formation from the nominative, or a phonetic development -/AV- » 
-l-. As parallels of -ala- <*-IH- we find alac'em ‘pray’ < 
*slAskelo- (Gk. íA&okeo9at, cf. Klingenschmitt, 1970) and 
aland ‘heresy’ < *hlA- (Gk. àAGopat, thus Klingenschmitt as quoted 
by H. Eichner, p.c.). It may be of some interest that both examples 
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4. In this connection it may be of some interest to consider the 
preposition/preverb ar ‘at, by, next to,’ which does not, concerning 
the ablaut, correspond to Gk. nöpow, Lat. porro ‘ahead’ (thus 
IEW 816), and is then not an obvious example of -7- < *-rs-. 
Probabiy we are dealing with a Lindeman-variant?? of some 
case-form of the original root noun *per- (*pr-V-, cf. Skt. pare, 
Gk. napai, OHG. furi etc.). The adverb heri ‘distant’? < *per-V- 
with a full grade of the root may have taken over the surprising 
-f- in analogy to zero-grade forms, the phonetically regular 
development being reflected in herow ‘last year’ < *perut(i) (cf. 
IEW 1175). 

As -r- is the expected result of -r- + -r- (cf. 
errord/erord ‘third’), it would seem that an intermediate stage -rr- 
should be assumed for *-rA-V- as well as *-r-V-. The laryngeal 
would have yielded a gemination of the sonant, which is exactly 
comparable to the situation in Germanic as discussed by Lühr 
1976. 


III. DID OSTHOFF'S LAW WORK IN 
ARMENIAN? 


0. Owing to the apparent lack of decisive material it has 


contain *-A-, The sequence of *-IEV- seems to be reflected as 
-[|V-, judging from ekowl ‘swallowed,’ if from *e-g"IlE-e/o- and 
malem ‘I grind’ < *mwlE-e/o-. The quality of the laryngeal of 
tal (< *cal) ‘husband’s sister’ (Gk. yGAwc) cannot be determined. 

30. Cf. Lindeman, 1965. 

31. The original neuter s-stems cer ‘old (man), genitive 
ceroy (cf. Gk. yépac), and sar, genitive saroy ‘summit’ (cf. Gk. 
Kfpac) must continue proto-forms with a vocalic laryngeal. Hence 
they do not represent counter-examples to the proposed theory. 
The transfer to the o-stems is not particularly surprising, cf. also 
tiw, genitive t'owoy ‘number’ < *téwHs. Possibly an additional 
example of this type of stem formation can be found in ariwn, 
genitive arean ‘blood’ (oblique stem *krewAs- (cf. Gk. kpéac) > 
*rewa- > *area- + -n-, characteristic of nouns denoting parts of 
the body). The traditional connection with Skt. äsrk, Lat. 
aser seems phonetically impossible (*sr- > Vr-, cf. aow < *sru-). 
An interesting example of a noun actually preserving the original 
laryngeal in the paradigm is mec ‘big’ (a-stem!) < *megA-. 
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to Armenian or not. 


1. Naturally, examples with *-VNC cannot be used as evidence, as 
the opposition of *o and *o (> u) / *e and *é ( > i) is neutralized 
in pre-nasal position. Thus, ows ‘shoulder,’ amis ‘month,’ and 
mis ‘meat’ may be derived from either *omso-, *-mens and 
*memso- or *ómso-, *-mens and *-mémso- respectively.” 


2. However, it would seem that the following few examples of 
*-VrC, and *-VwC, may be used to settle the problem: 


2.1. owrjow ‘stepson’ was already analysed as a vrddhi formation 
connected with ordi ‘son’ by Pedersen, 1906:360.?? Still, its 
relevance for the problem of Osthoff's law has not yet been 
brought into the discussion. The proto-form appears to be *drd"yo- 
or, preferably, *örtyo-°* from the root of Gk. Öpvunı ‘rise.’ The 
u-stem formation is due to an analogy to mawrow ‘stepmother’ and 
hawrow ‘stepfather,’ cf. Darms 1978:341. 


32. It is doubtful how much attention is to be paid to 
pronominal forms such as acc.pl. nos-a, sos-a. If the vowel of 
-0s- has not spread analogically from the nominative plural nok'-a, 
this ending does not accord with ows, amis and mis. The different 
reflexes can hardly have anything to do with the fact that nos-a, 
sos-a were originally monosyllables - so was a-mis. Being 
demonstratives, the assumption of a particular enclitic development 
would not be a natural solution either. If a purely phonetic 
explanation should be offered, we would have to assume an early 
assimilation *ns > *s (before *en > in and *on > own), thus 
*ens/*ons > esios and *ens/*ons > *eslos > islows. This would 
indicate that Osthoff's law actually did not work in a sequence 
-VNC (or at least -VNs). Further it would imply that we should 
reconstruct *-ons as well as *-óns (cf. Indo-Iranian, Celtic and 
Balto-Slavic) for the accusative plural ending. As is suggested by 
J. E. Rasmussen (p.c) *-öns may represent an original pronominal 
form *-oy-ms; *-ons on the other hand, could be the nominal 
ending - cf. the coexistence of pronominal and nominal forms in 
the thematic nominative plural. 

33. Cf. also Darms 1978:341. 

34. Pedersen, 1906:360, claimed that only *-d^y- would 
explain the -j- or owrjow. However, in a position after sonants 
tenues and voiced aspirates usually merge. 
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2.2. cowr, gen. croy ‘crooked’ (vb. crem ‘turn, twist’) cannot be 
identical with Gk. Yvpóc ‘round’ (o-stem), as maintained by Solta 
(1960:437), because of the stem final -7-. The root *gers- ‘turn, 
bend’ (thus JEW 392), cf. e.g., OE cierran ‘turn’ < *gors-eye- is a 
more likely basis, from a formal point of view. The most probable 
proto-form would be that of a vrddhi-formation, *görs-o-. 


2.3. hir , the etymology of which is unknown, is only attested in 
the idioms hir gam and hir $rjem ‘I turn round’ (gam: ‘come’; 
$rjem as an isolated verb also means ‘turn’). It may be suggested 
that the original meaning was approximately ‘I turn on the heel, 
hif representing the same root as Skt. pärsni-, Gk. nıepva, Goth. 
fairsna ‘heel’ (cf. IEW 823). As the other languages represent a 
stem. *persni- or *pérsna-, we should probably assume an original 
n-stem. Consequently, an archaic locative, with no ending, and 
with the expected e-grade of the suffix, *pérsen could be the basis 
of Arm. hir.” 


2.4. sirt, gen. srti could reflect the nom. *kérd directly, but, 
naturally, it cannot be excluded that the paradigm is created as a 
compromise between the nom. *kérd > *kér > *sir and an oblique 
stem *krd- > *sart-. 


2.5. hiwcanim ‘waste away, languish,’ which is compared to Goth. 
siuks ‘sick’ (IEW 915) must represent a lengthened grade *séwe-, 
as *sewg- would be continued as *hoyc- ~ *howc- in unaccented 
syllables. 


3. As a natural conclusion from the material discussed, it must be 
claimed that Osthoff's law - which must for other reasons be 
considered to have reached its full extension in various IE dialects 
in quite a late period - did not work in Armenian. 
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